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Attached is a note on Poverty as a Factor in CGIAR Priority Setting. The note 
will be introduced by the TAC Chair. We draw your particular attention to the last 
section of the paper, whereby the specific counsel of the Group’s stance with respect to 
poverty is sought. 
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POVERTY AS A FACTOR IN PRIORITY SETTING 
Introduction 
Alleviation of poverty is a central goal of the CGIAR. Beyond that it is generally 
agreed that the System’s principal means to that end is through increased productivity in 
the agriculture (broadly defined) of poor countries. Such increases lead to higher incomes 
for producers and, simultaneously, to lower prices for the consumers of their products. 
The larger the portion of the work force in agriculture and the larger the portion of the 
average family budget spent on foodstuffs, the greater the effects of productivity increases 
in agriculture on real income and on an accompanying reduction in poverty. (See the 
note on Criteria and Framework for CGIAR Priority Setting for more on this theme.) 
While the CGIAR has no evident means of targeting individual poor it can reach 
groups of poor--e.g., poor farmers relying heavily on cassava or poor urban dwellers 
relying heavily on rice. Indeed, since its inception, the System has concentrated its 
attentions on products of particular relevance to poor producers or to poor consumers and 
those groups have been the primary beneficiaries of the System’s efforts. The 
instruments at the disposal of the System, then, have proven to be effective in achieving 
the aims of the Group. There is every reason to believe that such a strategy will continue 
to be fruitful in achieving those aims. 
In this context, two considerations motivate this note. The first is that much is 
known today about the location of the poor, about their reliance on agriculture and its 
products, about relative degrees of poverty, about recent changes in income levels, and 
about their projection towards the future. The second is that the Centres have an ever 
greater capacity to focus not just on crops or systems of production but on the specific 
needs of the major environments in which the various crops and systems are utilized, 
e.g., on maize especially suited to acid soils or on resource-conserving management 
strategies for rice/pasture based systems in the lowlands of tropical America. 
These considerations combine to make it possible and useful for the Group to 
review its focus on poverty. Should it choose to do so, the Group can give more 
attention to one or other cohort of poor. What follows culminates in three observations. 
The Group’s reactions to the three can make the System even more effective in alleviating 
poverty. 
Poverty: Locus and Level 
How will poverty enter into TAC’s future recommendations on priorities? First, 
following the standard practices in setting priorities for research, TAC will apply 
congruence analysis based on estimated future utilization and value of CGIAR products, 
along with opportunities in resource conservation. Poverty will enter the picture as a 
modifying term in the analysis, with activities of particular concern to the poor given 
more weight than those for the less poor. The poverty variable will be an important 
criterion in all four dimensions of the priority framework (undertakings, commodities, 
production sectors and Systemwide Programmes). In the medium-term resource 
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allocation process, TAC will also carefully assess proposed Centre programmes on their 
relevance to poverty alleviation. 
For weights based on poverty to be effective, poverty’s locus and level must be 
known. With more information on locus and level, priorities can be set with greater 
precision. It is evident, even to a casual observer, that there is considerable variation in 
levels of poverty/income among developing countries and even within such countries. 
Notions about such differences are given further substance by data, e.g., from the World 
Bank, on average annual income measured in terms of purchasing power parity (see, for 
example, the data of Table 1, attached). These estimates are now accurate enough to 
permit ordinal comparisons among countries, to allow for approximate comparisons of 
relative incomes levels, and, for some countries, to provide good approximations of the 
distribution of the poorest within the country. 
All of this implies that the Group can now make more refined decisions about the 
classes of poverty on which it wishes to focus its attentions. It is important to note that 
utilization of the System’s products will not be limited solely to those whose poverty 
motivated the research (e.g., rice varieties whose development was motivated by the 
needs of poor upland farmers in Asia will also be utilized by better-off upland farmers in 
South America). Even so, the Group can know that priorities and resource allocations 
based on the poor will ensure that benefits will accrue to the poor. 
From Opportunities to Observations 
TAC notes that relevant data and techniques are available to make it possible to 
assign more refined and still meaningful weights to poverty. What is needed in order to 
capture latent gains from such information is a point of view on the poverty variable. As 
TAC understands, the following statements describe the Group’s stance with respect to 
poverty. Other things being equal, in particular alternative sources of supply and 
probabilities of success: 
1. The Group favours giving relatively more weight to the needs of the 
poorest than to those of the less poor. 
2. The Group favours giving the same weight to the needs of rural and urban 
poor at similar levels of poverty. 
3. The Group favours giving the same weight to those with similar levels of 
poverty whatever their geographic region or agro-ecological environment. 
Discussion of these themes and a further clarification of the Group’s preferences 
will reinforce TAC’s efforts in priority setting. This is especially true in the case of 
poverty because of its central role among CGIAR goals. 
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Table 1: Incomes in 1991 PPP*, agriculture and population by region and income class** 
Arable 
PPP/Cap Land 
$1991 1000s has 
/II (2) 
Sub-Saharan Africa ‘-’ 
Poorest (17)*** 535 
Poor (13) 1234 
Less poor (4) 2178 
Least poor (6) 5018 
Asia 
Poorest (1) 620 
Poor (6) 1146 
Less poor (6) 2811 
Least poor (3) 6722 
Central & South America 
Poorest (no entry) - 
Poor (1) 925 
Less poor (9) 2811 
Least poor (14) 5921 
West Asia and North Africa 
Poorest (no entry) - 
Poor (1) 1374 
Less poor (2) 2873 
Least poor (6) 
Notes: 
AgGDP Workers 
as % of 
GDP 
in Agr 
(%) 
(3) (4) 
59676 0.46 0.82 235193 183969 51224 139906 129757 10149 
565103 0.39 0.65 228474 154891 73583 110874 93640 17233 
12342 0.21 0.71 37823 24016 13807 16098 13533 2565 
815 0.08 0.43 3740 2328 1412 1335 911 424 
114 0.43 0.92 1597 1517 80 1392 lS5 26 
185546 0.32 0.63 1122657 848945 273712 504266 413597 90669 
140478 0.25 0.69 1587399 1123519 463880 235480 187700 47780 
20512 0.10 0.42 120958 66396 54562 22227 17977 4251 
558 
13855 
106549 
1376 
7209 
60608 
0.21 
0.11 
0.22 
0.13 
0.20 
0.68 
0.39 
0.21 
0.63 
0.17 
0.40 
*) Purchasing Power Parity, 1991 dollars, World Bank quoted in UNDP, 1994 
**) Poorest countries = under $800 PPP; poor = !§800-$1600; less poor = $1600-$3200; least poor = $3200-$9000; 8 countries with PPPs over $9000 not included 
***) Numbers in parenthesis relate to countries in the category 
Population Population Below Poverty Line 
Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban 
(1000s) (1000s) (100cls) (1000s) (1000s) (1000s) 
(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
6894 4826 
372633 86970 
2068 5205 3861 1344 
38767 30088 20207 9881 
285663 138998 50442 88556 
13193 9103 4090 3508 2731 777 
30803 13825 16978 6582 3355 3227 
232272 106321 125951 58669 29896 28774 
Data Sources: 
Columns 2 and 5: FAO-Agrostat 
Columns 1, 3,4, and 6: Data compiled by UNDP in the Human Development Report (1994) from several sources 
Columns 7, 8,9, and 10: TAC Secretariat estimates based on data referred in the Human Development Report (UNDP, 1994) 
